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Certain observations on the international application 
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Box No, I Basis of the report 



1 * 22? ^H ard t0 i he '^Suage.this ^Port is based on the international application in the language in which it was 
filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. y 

□ This report is based on translations from the original language into the following lanquaqe 
which is the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of: 

□ international search (under Rules 12.3 and 23.1(b)) 

□ publication of the international application (under Rule 12.4) 

□ international preliminary examination (under Rules 55.2 and/or 55.3) 

2 ' U2 h T 9ard / t0 *2 e i e * m l nts * of ^ e ln J^r. nati . onal application, this report is based on (replacement sheets which 
have been furnished to the receiving Office in response to an invitation under Article 14 are referred to in this 
report as "originally filed" and are not annexed to this report): 

Description, Pages 

1-18 as originally filed 
Claims, Numbers 

1-30 as originally filed 
Drawings, Sheets 

1/4-4/4 as originally filed 

□ a sequence listing and/or any related table(s) - see Supplemental Box Relating to Sequence Listing 

3. □ The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

□ the description, pages 

□ the claims, Nos. 

□ the drawings, sheetstfigs 

□ the sequence listing (specify): 

□ any table(s) related to sequence listing (specify): 

4 ' P ^ This j-eport has been established as if (some of) the amendments annexed to this report and listed below 
SupiSemem^ b66n considered to 9° be y° nd the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the 

□ the description, pages 

□ the claims, Nos. 

□ the drawings, sheetsyfigs 

□ the sequence listing (specify): 

□ any table(s) related to sequence listing (specify): 

* If item 4 applies, some or all of these sheets may be marked "superseded. » 
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Box No. V Reasoned statement under Article 35(2) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial 
applicability; citations and explanations supporting such statement 

1. Statement 



Novelty (N) 


Yes: 


Claims 






No: 


Claims 


1.11,21 


Inventive step (IS) 


Yes: 


Claims 






No: 


Claims 


1-30 


Industrial applicability (IA) 


Yes: 


Claims 


1-30 




No: 


Claims 





2. Citations and explanations (Rule 70.7): 
see separate sheet 
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1 . Reference is made to the following documents: 

D1=WO 98/32030 
D2=DE 199 63 006 
D3=US4 926 171 
D4=US 6 087 928 
D5=US 3 864 678 
D6=US5 314 037 
D7=US 5 633 642 

I. Although claims 1 and 1 1 have been drafted as separate independent claims, they 
appear to relate effectively to the same subject-matter and to differ from each 
other only with regard to the definition of the subject-matter for which protection is 
sought. The aforementioned claims therefore lack conciseness. Moreover, lack of 
clarity of the claims as a whole arises, since the plurality of independent claims 
makes it difficult, if not impossible, to determine the matter for which protection is 
sought, and places an undue burden on others seeking to establish the extent of 
the protection. 

Hence, claims 1 and 1 1 do not meet the requirements of Article 6 PCT. 

In the present case only one independent method claim and one apparatus claim, 
with features corresponding to those of the method claim, would appear 
appropriate. 

D1 discloses (cf . page 6, lines 4 and 1 7-1 8, page 1 3, lines 22-26, page 1 4, lines 3- 
11, page 17, line 23-page 18, line 8, page 20, line 1-20 and claims 1 and 22) a 
collision predicting apparatus for predicting whether an own vehicle and a collision 
target will collide, comprising: 

-subject target detection means (radar) for detecting a plurality of targets that 
exist in a course of the own vehicle and that have a possibility of colliding 
with the own vehicle; 

- relative quantity detection means for detecting a relative quantity between 
the own vehicle and each of the subject targets detected by the subject 
target detection means; 
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-collision time calculation means for predicting and calculating a collision 
time of each of the subject targets preceding a collision with the own vehicle, 
by using the relative quantity between the own vehicle and each of the 
subject targets detected by the relative quantity detection means; 

-collision subject target selection means for selecting a collision subject 
target having a high possibility of colliding with the own vehicle based on at 
least the collision time of each of the subject targets calculated by the 
collision time calculation means; and 

-collision prediction means for predicting a collision between the collision 
subject target selected by the collision subject target selection means and 
the own vehicle, using the collision time of the collision subject target. 

Thus the subject matter of claim 1 is not novel (Article 33(2) PCT). 

3.1 It is also seen that each of the documents D2-D6 discloses the subject matter of 
claim 1 



4 The above objection applies mutatis mutandis to the subject matter of claims 1 1 
and 21. 



5. The feature of the dependent claims 2, 1 2 and 22 is self-evident and inherent in 
D1-D5 (to base crash prediction upon an estimated collision time other than the 
shortest would be disastrous). 

The features of dependent claims 3-4,10 (and the corresponding claims 13-14,20 
and 23-24,30) are also self-evident and inherent in D2-D6. 

5.1 Dependent claims 5-6 (and the corresponding claims 1 5-1 6 and 25-26) refer to 
object tracking. Tracking is inherent in D2-D6, but there is no explicit mentioning of 
an extrapolation flag. However, D7, which relates to a similar system (determining 
the most dangerous target object), discloses in column 6, line 43 - column 7, line 
20) the use of a predetermined time period, within which, in the absence of 
measurement data, estimated values are formed. This corresponds to setting an 
extrapolation flag. The person skilled in the art would without involving an 
inventive step modify the D2-D6 in accordance with the teaching given in D7, thus 
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5.2 Dependent claims 7-9 (and the corresponding claims 18-19 and 28-29) are 
misleading in referring to correcting the collision time by setting the collision time 
at a predetermined maximum value. As set out in the description on page 12, lines 
26-30: 

"Thus, the ECU 1 0 determines whether, among the subject targets that 
actually exist forward of the own vehicle, there is any subject target that 
exists within a region of the predetermined distance dW, that is, a region of a 
distance that is needed for the own vehicle to run without colliding with the 
subject target. In this manner, the ECU 10 selects a subject target that has a 
great possibility of colliding with the own vehicle as the own vehicle runs". 

As is clear from the above passage, the collision time is not corrected. Rather the 
collision time is set to a predetermined maximum value for those targets that are 
outside half of the own lane, such that these targets can be disregarded. 

5.3 Moreover, the features of dependent claims 7-9 (and the corresponding claims 1 8- 
19 and 28-29) are known from D7 (cf column 7, lines 32-34 and claims 9 and 1 1 
and). The person skilled in the art would without involving an inventive step modify 
the D2-D6 in accordance with the teaching given in D7, thus arriving at the subject 
matter of dependent claims 7-9. 
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